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ABSIRACT: In this study we examined the association between teacher practices and the task-
appropriate behavior of students with behavioral disorders {(BI2). We collected direct observational
- data on general educators and on matched pairs of middle school students with and without BD.
We found that teachers’ use of student-centered practices (e, g cooperative, support, information
explicitness) versus teacher-directed classroom management practices was associated with positive
and lask-appropriate student behavior, but only for students with BD. In addition, teachers” nega-
five practices were associated with negative behavior for students with BD. The findings and group

differences we reported were moderated by specific activity settings, due perhaps to the types of
teacher practices that were elicited in those settings. The major implication of this research is that
the behavior of students with BD in general education settings is more dependent on setting factors
and teacher practices than is the behavior of students without BD,

B Studies that use observation methodology
to examine teachers’ management praclices
are in critical demand, especially since these
practices affect students with behavioral disor-
ders (BD) in general education settings (Gunter
& Denny, 1996; Lloyd, Kauffman, & Kuper-
smidt, 1990). Teacher practices lend them-
- selves to examination hecause they are
modifiable and are presumed to have a direct
influence on student behavior, Teacher prac-
tices include what teachers say to students
{e.g., praise, offering choices, directives) as
well as the activity settings they select leg.,
teacher-directed formats, seatworkd, which
may’ set the occasion for student misbehavior
or support task-appropriate behavior. Teachers’
statements also may interact with their choijce
of activity settings to provide additional bene-
fits for students with BD,

Several types of teacher practices have
been linked with students’ positive behavior,
For students without disabilities, choice has
been associated with greater creativity (Ama-
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bile & Citomer, 1984). For students with
developmental disorders, choice has been
associated with reduced problem behavior
(Dyer, Dunlap, & Winterling, 1990), and for
students with BD, greater persistence on a
chosen activity has been observed (Dunlap et
al., 1993). The intervening variables in these
studies of choice may actually be students’
interests or ability levels. That is, even though
each study attempted to provide task or activi-
ty options of comparable general difficulty,
students may select options according to their
specific abilities and interests. In support of
this reasoning, when children were allowed to
choose among activities that did vary in diffi-
culty, they selected tasks that were moderately

challenging (Danner & ionky, 1981). Thus,
choice may moderate task difficulty for stu-
dents with BD, who typically manifest task-
avoidance types of behavior when presented
with difficult tasks {Center, Deitz, & Kaufman,
1982; Gunter, Shores, Jack, Denny, &

- DePaepe, 1994).
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Similar to choice, information-explicit
management, or giving clear directives and
feedback, should decrease behavior that func-
tions 10 avoid academic demands (Gunter,
Denny, Jack, Shores, & Nelson, 1993). For
example, some researchers found that teacher
feedback about incarrect responses was asso-
ciated with achievement gains for students of
average abitity {(Brophy & Good, 1986} and
low ability (Larrivee, 1985). Similarly, Larrivee
(1985) found that effective teachers of students
of tow ability used reminders specifying what
the students needed to be doing. Thus, we the-
orized that information-explicit practices
would be of particular benefit for students with
BD by providing structure for appropriate and
inappropriate behavior and performance,
thereby reducing the aversiveness of task
demands,

Teachers’ supportive practices (i.e., posi-
tive verbal responses during acadermic instruc-
tion) have been found to he associated with
increased student achievement (Brophy &
Good, 1986), interest, enjoyment (Cameron &
Pierce, 1994}, and appropriate task behavior
(Nowacek, McKinney, & Hallahan, 1990). For
exarnple, high school teachers with high self-
efficacy (ie., the belief that they can produce
desired learning outcomes), more than teach-
ers with low self-efficacy, were found to be
warm, accepling, and respensive to students,
In turn, their students demonstrated more
enthusiasm, higher levels of initiation of inter-
action with teachers, and higher levels of
achievement (Ashton & Webb, 1986). We
assumed that students with BD might need
higher rates of teacher positive attention than
other students due to the familiarity many of
these students have with negative family role
models (e.g., controlling, restrictive, refecting
management practices, Campbell, Breaux,
Ewing, & Szumowski, 1986; physical and ver-
bal aggression of siblings and parents, Stor-
mont-Spurgin & Zentall, 1995), Although they
may have a greater need for positive atterition,
students rated low in competence by teachers
actually received fess positive attention for
compliance than students rated high in com-
petence (Strain, Lambert, Kerr, Stagg, & Lenkn-
er, 1983).

The use of cooperative rather than compet-
itive tasks has been found to produce higher
rates of positive social interactions for students
with BD (Lloyd et al., 1990), Urpopular boys
N a cooperative group activity made more
group-oriented statements, and their average
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peers were more tolerant of them than in a
competitive activity (Gelb & Jacobson, 1938),
Competitive settings facilitate social compar-
isons, which may increase differences between
unpopular children and their peers (Ames &
Archer, 1988: Elliott & Dweck, 1988). Teachers
promote cooperativeness through (@) use of
divergent tasks, which are often implemented
concurrently, (b} pairs or groups of students
working on tasks (Marshall & Weinstein, 1984),

and {c} cooperative skill instruction 1o increase -

appropriate interactions {Cohen, 1994).

A teacher’s overall negative style can func-
tion as a setting event by contributing to a gen-
eraliy poor learning climate. For example,
negative teacher practices {e.g., verbal repri-
mands, physical restrain) have been linked to
increased {a) disruptive behavior {e.g., gross-
motor activities and noise making in elemen-
tary students without disabilities [Thomas,
Becker, & Armstrong, 1968] and in students
with mental retardation [Mace, Page, hvancic,
& (¥'Brien, 1986]) and (b) negative behavior
{e.g., disruption, off-task behavior of students
with BD [Van Acker, Grant, & Henry, 1996)),
Similarly, when teachers select punitive class-
room management responses (e.g., response
cost, suspension), these responses can func-
tion as setting events wherein students per-
ceive teachers’ hostila intentions, which have
been found to elicit students’ reactive aggres-
sion {Hartman & Stage, 2000). That is, negative
teacher behavior can set the stage for disrup-
tive behavior in students with BD.

fn addition to the influence of teacher
practices, student behavior is also a function
of activity settings (e-g., independent seatwork,
transitions, teacher- or student-directed activi-
ties) selected by the teacher. Unfortunately,
researchers rarely identify constructs underfy-
ing activity settings (see Zentall, 1985; 1995),
To advance the literature in this area, we have
identified setting constructs by (a} the degree
of teacher versus student control/pacing of an
activity and (b) the extent to which students
appear to have access to input, feedback,
and/or stimulation from others (i.e., teacher
and peers, For example, student-directed

activity settings with minimal teacher input

{e.g., seatwork, discussion pairs, and small-
group as well as whole-class formats such as
collaborative wiiting projects and student-
directed discussion) have high student control
over pacing and access to peers, Teacher-
directed activity seftings (e.g., pairs, small
groups, and whole-class formats with lecture,
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demonstration, drill, or question-and-answer
instruction) in which teachers actively instruct,
direct, and pace the activity reflect high
teacher control over pacing and low access to
teachers or to peers. In this setting we would
expect higher rates of student behavioral prob-
terns due to reduced choice and reduced
access 1o appropriate levels of task interest,
difficulty, and pacing. These teacher-directed
settings may also set the occasion for studeit
noncompliance, which is thought to be a key-
stone behavior leading to poor peer relations

and academic skill deficits (Patterson, 1982;
1986; Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1002}
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Some settings provide a mixture of these
variables. Independent seatwork settings have
high student control over pacing but relatively
low access to teachers ar peers who can pro-
vide information, feedback, or stimulation.
Because independent seatwork does not pro-
vide access to others but allows for individual
pacing without wait time, we decided that the
practices teachers employ in this setting could
be especially important. Transitions may also
depend upon the practices that teachers use,
because these settings have high teacher can-
trol over pacing (i.e., the teacher typically sig-
nals the start and end of activities) but also
provide high access to teachers and peers.

Even within some apparently less optimal
activity settings, teacher practices could alter
our predictions in important ways. That is,
teacher practices that involve providing
choice, support, information, or cooperative
tasks may determine task-appropriate or nega-
tive behavior within specific settings, especial-
ly for students with BD.

The purpose of our study was to assess the
effects of classroom management practices on
students with BD and their classmates. We
predicted that four teacher practices (i.e., high
rates of choice, support, information explicit-
ness, cooperative practices) would be associ-
ated with higher rates of task-appropriate
behavior in students with BD, but that the
demonstration of these practices might depend
on the activity setting. We also predicted that
high rates of negative teacher practices would
correlate with high rates of negative behavior
in -students across settings. Although these
practices would appear to be eritical for stu-
dents with BD, we did not have specific pre-
dictions about the effects of these practices on
students without BD.
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Method

Participants

School/Principal Sample

The sample included 5 participating schools
(i.e., 4 middle schools and 1 junior-senior high
school; 4 urban, 1 rural). Each school had at
feast one social studies or English teacher who
agreed to participate, along with a consenting
pair of students. Initially 35 schools (i.e., 19
middle schools, 16 juniorsenior high schools)
were identified for potential inclusion based
on their Jocation within a 2 1/2 hour drive
radius. School principals were contacted by
telephone to arrange a meeting to discuss the
study. Of the 35 schools contacted, 23 {57%)
agreed to participate, including 11 middle
schools and 12 juniorsenior high schools. Of
these, 52% drew from an urban population
over 5,000, 3% drew from a suburban popu-
lation over 3,500, and 45% drew from a rural
population under 3,500, To increase our sam-
ple, we then contacted by telephone the prin-
cipals of 5 additional schoois (3 middle
schools and 2 junior-high schools) at a greater
distance and offered them a substitute teach-
ing service. Of these, two middle school prin-
cipals agreed to participate. For alf
participating schools, principals provided the
names of their social studies and English
teachers, who were then mailed a packet of
materials.

Teachers of English and social studies were
chosen because both subject areas could be

-taught either with textbooks or through coop-

erative activities (e.g., peer editors, coopera-
tive projects). Selecting middle schools
allowed us to keep subject area and time of
day constant while observing teachers and stu-
dents.

Teacher Sample

Teachers were recruited for participation
through a packet consisting of an overview of
the study, consent forms, the Teacher Data
Form, Teacher Nomination Forms 1 and 2, and
small gifts. Teachers were invited if they had
taught for at least 2 years at that particular
school and had at teast one student with the
characteristics of interest in one of their class-
es. These procedures and selection criteria
reduced our initial sample of 172 social stud-
ies and English teachers packets mailed to 72
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packets initially returned (42%) and 11 teach-
Crs agreeing to participate (15%).

A follow-up Reasons for Nonparticipation
Checklist was mailed to those teachers who
declired to participate (n = 61) and those from
whom no response was received (n = 100}, An
additional 44 packets were returned, with 6
more teachers agreeing to participate {15%).
Of those teachers who declined participation
(n=99), 82 {83%) returned the Reasons for
Nonparticipation Checklist. Fifty teachers
(61%) gave reasons related to student criteria;
that is, they were not comfortable identifying
students for the study (49%) or no students met
the criteria {12%). Another 45 teachers (54%)
gave logistical reasons; that is, they were too
busy (47%) or thought the observational pro-
cedure was too intrusive (7%]. Finally, 7 teach-
ers (9%) indicated personal reasons for not
participating (e.g., maternity leave). Some
teachers checked more than one category.

The final teacher sample included 17
teachers (12 English, 4 social studies, 1 both
subjects) who had at least one student with B[
in their class. Of these, 6 taught grade 6, 7
taught grade 7, 3 taught grade 8, and 1 taught
both grades 6 and 7. Additional student crite-
ria, described below, further reduced our sam-
ple to 8 teachers (7 female, 1 mate; all
Caucasian) participating in the actual study
(see Student Sample for details).

Student Sample

Research has documented that teachers are
valid informants in the assessment of conduct
disorder and oppositional defiant disorder
(Hart, Lahey, Loeber, & Hanson, 1994) and
hyperactivity (Loeber, Green, & Lahey, 1990).
Therefore teachers were asked to identify sty-
dents for the study. Teachers who agreed to
participate in the study used Teacher Nomina-
tion Form 1 to nominate 1 or, at rost, 2 siuy-
dents  with behavioral difficulties  who
exhibited at least 3 of 2 behavioral problems
adapted from the Behavior Evaluation Scale-2
(BES-2; McCarney, Leigh, & Cornbleet, 1983)
(e.g., talks at inappropriate times, disrupts the
work of others, does not obey teacher direc-

“tives or classroom rules). Teachers were asked

to rominate another student from the same
class who was similar in age, gender, race, and
estimated mental ability, but who had average
behavior. (We did not have permission to
access 1Q data) In addition, teachers were
provided with an alternate form, Teacher
Nomination Form 2, to nominate 1 to 2 sty
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dents with mild behavioral difficulties specific
to attention deficit with hyperactivity disorder
(ADHD) who exhibited the characteristics for
impulsivity and hyperactivity using items from
the American Psychiatric Association’s Diag-
nostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disor-
ders, Fourth Edition (DSM-1V}. Using Teacher
Nomination Form 2, teachers again were
asked to nominate an average student pair (as
per Teacher Nomination Form 1). ,

Parent and student permission  were
requested from all nominated students, and 46
consents were returned. Teachers completed
the BES-2 McCamey et al., 1983} and the
hyperactivity/impuisivity items from the DSM-
IV for both students they nominated as an
added check on their nominations. We
assumed that students with serious BD, who
met the criterion recommended for the BES-2,
would also meet DSM-IV criteria. in fact, only
2 of the students with BD in our final sample
met fewer than 6 of the required hyperactivi-
ty/impulsivity items, and these 2 students met
4 of the items. To increase the sample size,
these 2 students with milder BD were includ-
ed. Thus, the group with BD was defined by a
low standard score (7 or below) on the Inter-
personal Difficulties (ID) or Inappropriate
Behavior {NB) subscale of the BES-2 and if
they met criterion on fotir or more hyperactiv-
ity/fimpulsivity items from the DSM-IV (M =
6.63, SD=2 45), Of those students nominated
as having BD, with parental/student consent,
88% met our criteria,

Students were identified as having average
behavior if they received a standard score of 9
or above on the BES-2 subscales and met no
criteria on the DSM-IV. Standard scores from 8
through 12 on the BES-2 are considered to be
statistically average or typical, and standard
scores below 8 are considered statistically
atypical. The BES-2 has been used in the diag-
nosis-of behavioral disorders and emational
disturbance (McCarney, Leigh, & Cornbleet,
1983). Reliability for the BES.- has been ade-
quate ({internal consistency = .80 or higher,
test-retest reliability =90 of higher).

A total of 40 students (16 with BD and 24
with average behavior) agreed to participate
(87% of 46 consents returned); 6 students or
their parents declined participation. Of the 40
students, 24 were eliminated because (a) they
failed to meet all criteria, or (b) one member of
a matched pair changed classroom placement
OF was missing from a matched pair.
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TABLE 1
Analysis of Variance for Group Differences in Demographic Data (n = 16)

Students with
Behavioral Difficulties

Students with
Average Behavior

Measure M- sD M 5D F(1, 16}
Age 159.50 10.62 152.75 8.35 1.99
Behavior 34,734k
Interpersonale 6.12 1.36 11.38 ,1.06 74 3Gk
inappropriate? '5.86 1.13 11.88 1.25 102.08%*=**
DSM-IV ftemsP 6.63 2.45 A3 .35 - 55.3h%x*x
Achievemente 1.46
Reading 103.75 10.13 113.25 14.79
Written lang 100.50 12.74 107.13 12.35

Note. 2 This was assessed by a subscale of the Behavior Evaluation Scale-2 by McCarney, Leigh, & Cornbleet,
1983, PThese items included the nine criteria for hyperactivity and impulsivity from the DSM-IV, ¢ Achievement
records for six of the student pairs consisted of their most recent group test results from the Indiana Statewide
Tests of Fducational Progress (ISTEP, 1996). Achievement records for two student pairs consisted of their most
recent test results from the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, 4th edition (CTBS-4; Hoover, 1984),

ey < 0001

The final student sample consisted of 8
matched pairs of male students with and with-
out BD (40%} who met the criteria (i.e., 4 stu-
dent pairs from grade 6 and 4 student pairs
from grade 7; all Caucasian). Of the students
with BD, student records indicated that one
7th grader was receiving special education
services for a learning disability in mathemat-
ics, one 6th grader qualified for services for
ADHD under Section 504, and one 6th grader
was being evaluated for an emotional or
behavioral disorder (E/BD) at the time of the
study. That our final sample of students did not
include more students officially labeled as
having E/BD was a reflection of the more
restrictive placements typically used for these
students. However, teachers were aware that
they could nominate students with E/BD if
such students were receiving instruction in
their classrooms for any part of the day.

Group Equivalence

Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA)
yielded significant differences between groups
on intercorrelated behavioral rating measures
but not in achievement (i.e., combined read-
ing and written language scores) or in age (see
Table 1). The achievement findings provide
validation for teachers’ attempts to match chil-
dren on estimated mental ability.
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Measures

Teacher Data Form

The teacher data form yielded age, grade level
taught, subject-area taught, years of experi-
ence, and highest degree earned. Research
indicates that teacher experience plays a part
in intervention choice (Witt, Moe, Gutkin, &
Andrews, 1984; Witt & Robbins, 1985). Teach-
ers with more than 5 years’ experience tended
to choose more positive interventions than
those with less experience when confronted
by a difficult student (Alderman & Nix, 1997).

Classroom Observation System

The classroom observation system was adapt-
ed from prior research, including the ecobe-
havioral observation scale of Greenwood and
colleagues {e.g., Rotholz, Kamps, & Green-
wood, 1989) and also from scales used in
other teacher effectiveness research {Larrivee,
1985; Nowacek et al,, 1990). Student behavior
included positive (academic and social) and
negative {academic, putdowns, physical, and
inappropriate social and academic) behavior.
Table 2 gives complete operational definitions
for each of these behaviors. Teacher practice
factors consisted of information explicitness
(i.e., directives, feedback, coaching), support
(positive and social), cooperative settings (e.g.
student-led settings, divergent tasks, group
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TABLE 2
Description of Study Variables and Behavioral Codes

Student positive hehavior

Sodial
statements

Academic
positive

Rate score for frequency of discrete positive statements or questions directed
to peers or teacher that are unrelated to the learning activity or task at hand
(e.g., “Billy’s going with Becky.” “I'll meet you after school.”). Repetitive
responses are not coded {e.g., “Stanley, look here. Stanley, look here).
Coded when at least half the class is engaging in either academic or social
conversation (e.g., during transitions, student-directed instructional formats
and during teacher-directed buzz-groups to discuss an instructional concept),

Rate score for discrete task-related statements or questions about the subject,
instruction or task directed to peers or teacher (e.g., “Do we do numbers one
and five?” “You can use my book.” "My story is called. . ). Discrete acts of
compliance with a teacher request or direction (e.g., Standing in a cormner
when directed by the teacher, raising hand to answer a question.). If two
behaviors occur simultaneously, only one action is coded. I student raises
hand twice to the same teacher question, only one instance is coded.

Student negative behavior

Academic-
related

Putdowns

Pure Physical:

Attention

Interrupt

Rate score for discrete staternents or questions of disapproval, criticism or
negative evaluation directed to peers or teacher that are related to the learn-
ing situation (e.g., “Why do we have to do this?” “This stuff is stupid.” “I hate
this story.”). Failure to comply with a request, and discrete practices of disap-
proval (e.g., banging desk when not called on). If student uses same action
twice, only one instance is coded. If two behaviors occur simultaneously,
only one behavior is coded.

Rate score for discrete statements or questions of disapproval, criticism or
negative evaluation directed to peers or teacher that are unrelated to the
learning situation (e.g., “Wimp.” “You have no friends”}.

Rate score for frequency of unnecessary or inappropriate non-task related
physical behavior that calls at least one other person’s attention to the student
and is maintained for at least 3 seconds (e.g., making faces at peer or teacher,
arm flapping.). A series of related Physical behavior is coded once. A second
series of related physical behavior is coded only when behavior stops for at
least 3 seconds.

Rate score for discrete acts of physical contact with a peer or peer’s object that
is not appropriate (o the learning situation (e.g., poking peer with pencil, shov-
ing, grabbing paper, kicking chair). A series of repetitive movements (e.g., kick-
ing) is coded only once. A second series of repetitive movements is coded only
when the student ceases such movement for a period of at least 3 seconds,

Not appropriate:

Social

Academic

Rate score for discrete positive statements or questions directed to peers or
teacher that are unrelated to the learning activity or task at hand that occur
when teacher is talking (e.g., lecturing, reading, or giving instructions) or when
a peer is talking to the class (e.g., presenting, answering a teacher question).
Also coded during independent seatwork when student initiates an interaction
or responds to and then maintains a peer’s conversational initiation.

Rate score for discrete task-related statements or questions about the subject,
instruction or task directed to peers or teacher, that occur when teacher is
talking or when a peer is talking to the class. Also coded during independent

- seatwork when student initiates an academic-related interaction or responds

to and then maintains a peer’s initiation.

continues
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TABLE 2 Continued

Teacher Practices

Informational Explicitness Factor 1

Directives

Feedback

Coaching

A rate score for frequency of the following behavior divided by the number of
observational minutes, Discrete statements to convey to students what is
wanted or expected related to the learning situation {e.g., “You need to be
working on your project.” “Tell me. .  “Take out your book”). Does not
include reading directions afoud. Y

A rate score for frequency of the following behavior divided by the number of
observational minutes. Discrete statement that accompanies a positive state-
ment, but provides more information or extends a student’s response (e.g., "l

like the way you wrote that” “Se, you think the main character wanted to
find a way out”).

A rate score for frequency of the following behavior divided by the number of
observational minutes. Discrete statement to provide a hing, prompt, request
for extension or improvement of an answer or a question to help the student
respond correctly or behave appropriately (e.g., “In what way was that true?”
“What should you be working on right now?” “Tell me more about that”),

Support Factor 2

Positive

Social

Choice
Factor 3

Cooperative
Factor 4

A rate score for frequency of the following behavior divided by the number of
observational minutes. Discrete statement of praise or approval to or about
the student related to the learning situation (e.g., “Wonderful.” “Goad
work!”). Also, includes repeating back a student’s response.

A rate score for frequency of the following behavior divided by the number of
observational minutes. Discrete positive social statement to the student that is
unrelated to the leaming situation {e.g., “How’s your sister doing these days?”
“You're quite the talker). Also includes positive nonverbal behavior feg., a
hug or pat). Does not include smiling.

A rate score for frequency of the following behavior divided by the number of
observational minutes. A discrete question to find out what students want or
eliciting a choice about what to learn, how to learn, how well to learn or why
1o Jearn (e.g., “Decide how you want to present your report.” “You may pick
which topic you want to explore.” “Do you have any ideas for how to handle
this problem?” “Do you want to read or write in your journal next?”).

A composite scare across all activity structures of the number of student-
directed activity structures, divergent tasks (including mixed tasks), different
activities existing concurrently, and group facilitation strategies (i.e., rotating
student roles, directing/instructing students in how to work together, modeling
appropriate collaborative behavior) used across the entire observational struc-
ture.

Low Perceived Control Factor 5

Negative
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A rate score for frequency of the following behavior divided by the number
of observational minutes. Discrete statement of disapproval, criticism or a
negalive evaluation of the student (e.g., “Stop doing that!” “If you don't. . .
then. . . “You have a warning.” “Shhh!” “I don't appreciate that comment.”}.
Does not include saying “no” in response to a student's question. Includes
removing the student from the task or denying immediate or delayed privi-
leges (e.g., giving a detention or time-out).

continues
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TABLE 2 Continued

Teacher Practices continued

Activity structures .

Teacher-
directed

Transitions

Seatwork

Pairs, small groups, and whole class formats in which the teacher actively
instructs, directs, and paces the activity (e.g., student pairs or groups waork to
teacher prompts, lecture, demonstration, drill, question-answer), opportunities
for peer interaction are low, and information or assistance is available only
from the teacher.

Student-paced, but teacher-directed activity involving moving from one activi-
ty to another from teacher’s initiation to when activity begins, as cued by
teacher directive or question or when majority of class is engaged in new
activity {e.g., taking grades, handing out papers, collecting money, explaining
grades or upcoming school activities, teacher says, “Take out your books” and
students do so, housekeeping), in which opportunities for peer interaction are
high, and information/assistance is available from peers or teacher.

Independent work carried out at the child’s desk when peer interaction is low
and information or assistance is available only from the teacher.

Student-
diracted

Seatwork or discussion pairs, small group and whole class formats in which
students work with minimal teacher interruption (e.g., projects, collaborative

writing, cooperative activities, student-directed discussion to reflect on topic
or stimulate thinking), opportunities for peer interaction are high, and infor-
mation or assistance is available from peers and teacher.

Task Features
Different activity
Divergent task
Convergent task
Mixed task

Group Facilitation Strategies
Rotating

Cooperative
training

When students work on different projects at the same time.
Has more than one right answer.

Has only one right and one wrong answer,

Both divergent and convergent tasks

Rotating student roles for pair or group work

Directing/instructing students in how to work together, modeling
appropriate interactional behavior.

Note. To examine written assignments, tasks were coded at the end of each observational session. Group facil-
itation strategies were also coded at the end of each session as present or not present during that session.

facilitation strategies, concurrent activities),
and choice. See Table 2 for behavioral defini-
tions and how these were combined to form
factors. :
One of two observers visited each
teachet’s classroom 5 times for approximately
45 minutes each (range = 14-46 min, average
= 37.71 min). In one classroom, only 4 days of
observations were possible due to student
scheduling changes. Researchers minimized
potential bias by (a) keeping the observers
naive about the study’s purpose and students’
behavioral status, (b) preassigning each stu-
dent in a matched pairto a random observa-
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tion order (1 or 2), and (¢) seating observers at
least .6096 m from one another and by asking
them not to interact during the session.
Observers recorded the date, time, subject
area, and teacher and school code numbers
on the observation form when they entered the
classroomn and then coded variables related to
the activity setting (e.g., student-directed). The
beginning of an activity setting was denoted by
writing the word transition when the teacher
directed students to move to another- activity.
To code teacher practices and student behav-
ior, observers wore headsets through which a
prerecorded voice announced the beginning
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of each coding interval. Auditory signals of
30-s duration directed the focus of the obsery-
er's attention first to the teacher and then to the
student (T or 2). Observers coded the frequen-
cy of each behavior within each interval using
continuous event recording. A plus tally (+)
indicated positive student behavior (i.e., task-
appropriate or social) and a minus tally (-)
indicated behavior that was not appropriate
for the time. A regular slash mark was used for
all other behavior (e.g., negative academic
behavior, putdowns). At the end of each ses-
sion, ohserver(s) circled “different activity”
and/or “group facilitation strategy” if either
had been used (see Table 2}. To determine task
type {(convergent, divergent, or mixed), observ-
ers) also viewed any written material used
during the session and circled the appropriate
task type category.

An independent coder later summed (a)
the frequency of each behavior for teacher and
students (e.g., total number of directives) for
each activity setting (e.g., independent seat-
work) and (b) the total number of 30-s obser-
vational intervals per teacher and per each
student for each activity setting and converted
this into minutes. A rate score was obtained by
dividing the frequency of each behavior by the
total number of observational minutes for each
teacher or student (e.g, frequency of social
statements for student 1 divided by total num-
ber of minutes student 1 was observed).

Reliability

Observers were trained for 30 hrs with three
sets of videotapes (taken from a 6th-grade
social studies, a 6th-grade English, and a 9th-
grade English classroom), using the categories
for observation, their definitions, and exam-
ples (see Table 2). Observers then practiced
coding a classroom for at least nine 30-min
sessions. Observers were trained to an overall
interobserver agreement level of 80% across
student behavior and teacher practices before
data collection began, Agreement was
assessed using the mean ratio agreement for
frequency data (Kazdin, 1982) by combining
the total number of intervals per teacher and
for each student and each behavior for that
observational session. Then the smaller behav-
ioral score for each observer (for each student
and for each teacher behavior) was divided by
the larger score and converted to a percent-
age.
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Interrater reliability was establisheq on
20% of the classroom ohservations by havin
two observers concurrently code 1 session for
every 5 classroom observation sessions {i.e.
once in each classroom), Interobserver reiiai
bility across all student and teacher practices
ranged from 71% to 100% (M = 81 -03), with
teacher practices from 72% to 95% M =
79.54), students with BD from 77% to 95% (M
= 81.03), and students with average behavior
from 81% to 100% (M = 91.46). Finally, dat;
were compared on an interval-by-interva
basis to calcufate a kappa coefficient for each
session {Kazdin, 1982). Because we used fre.
quency data nested in timed intervais, we cal.
culated kappa reliability between each
observer by comparing agreements of occur-
rence and nonoccurrence for each behavior
{e.g., choice, directives, interval by interval).
The mean kappa coefficient for all behavior
across sessions was .780. The kappa coeffi-
ctent was 763 for all teacher practices (range
612 for negative behavior and .891 for
choice), .766 for students with BD {range .710
for negative and .864 for social behavior), and
-813 for students with average behavior (range
763 for negative and .923 for social behavior).

Study Variables and Data Preparation

Teacher practices and activity settings are list-
ed in Table 2. Due to low rates of behavior in
3 of the 4 negative student behavior subcate-
gories (i.e., negative academic behavior, put-

‘downs, pure physical behavior) these types of
- negative behavior were combined into one

composite negative/physical behavioral score.
Intercorrelations were run between this nega-
tive/physical behavioral score and the remain-

ing variables (i.e., social not appropriate,

academic not appropriate) to assess further
overlap. A final negative behavioral score was
derived by summing the three highly correlat-
ed negative variables (i.e., academic not
appropriate with social not appropriate, r =
379, n = 57, p = .001; academic not appro-
priate with negative/physical, r= 658, n = 57,
p = .001; social not appropriate with_nega-
tive/physical, r = .683, n =57, p=.001).
Teacher practices were grouped into five
factors based on the conceptual framework
presented for this study (see Table 2). Within
each factor (except Factor 4), frequency data
of each practice were summed across obser-
vations for each activity setting {e.g., transi-
tions) and divided by total observation time
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r activity setting and total number of days to

D r each activity setting (i.e., a2 pet-min score).
1 ooperative practices {Factor 4) was calculat-
od by coding as present or not present the
mber of (a) student-directed activity settings,
{h) divergent tasks, (¢} group facilitation strate-
gies, and (d) number of different concurrent
activities across all activity settings and then
summing the practices across all days (i.e., a
slsmmary score across days and settings).

Results

Student Group Differences as a
Function of Setting '

After fitting a model for each student behavior,
. normal quantile plots of the residuals (i.e.,
social, task-appropriate, negative} were
inspected for [inearity. Task-appropriate and
negative behavior were normally distributed.
: Social behavior was not normally distributed,
*  and transfarmation of the data did not normal-
©ize the distribution; however, the F test is fair-
ly robust against violations of normality
(Weinfurt, 1995),
Differences between students with BD and
typical students in classroom behavior as a
function of type of activity setting were exam-
ined using repeated-measures analyses of vari-
ance (RMANOQOVA) for each of the three
noncorrelated student behaviors (i.e., task-
appropriate, social, negative) in a two-group
{matched pairs of average students with stu-
dents with BD) nested in a three-activity set-
ting (i.e., independent, teacher-directed,
transitions) design. (Because only five teachers
used the student-directed activity setting, it
was not possible to include this setting in the
setting comparison.) Bonferroni post-hoc com-
parisons were used t follow up main activity
setting effects and assess which seftings dif-
fered. Because of a priori predictions that
activity seftings would affect student groups
differently, simple group effects in each activi-
ty setting (including student-directed) were
examined even when group-by-activity-setting
interactions did not reach significance. Keppel
{1982) indicated that “analytical comparisons
can be conducted on a set of data without ref-
erence to the significance or nonsignificance
of the omnibus Ftest” (p. 106).
Alpha < .10 was considered significant for
all analyses and follows from related work
using parametric analyses with similar sample
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cld one ftotal rate for each teacher practice

sizes ranging from 15 to 25 participants (e.g.,

Dodge, 1980). Stevens {1996) also indicated
* that “there are situations, however, when it

makes sense to use alpha levels other than .05
or .01. For example, if making a Type 1 error
will not have serious substantive conse-
quences, or if the sample size is srall, alpha =
.10 or .15 is quite reasonable” (p. 4). It could
then be argued that a design involving only 16
participants does not warrant a ready interpre-
tation of significant effects. Rosenthal and
Gaito {1964) demonstrated that given two
experiments with different sample sizes {e.g., 5
and 80) producing Fvalues with the same
tevel of significance, the experiment with the
smaller sample size would produce more
impressive results. Keppel (1991) similarly
concluded that significant results with small
sample sizes are more impressive than equiva-
tent results with large sample sizes.

Social Behavior

There was a main effect for activity setting, A2,
14} = 9.15, p = .002. Bonferroni comparisons
indicated that all students exhibited higher
rates of sacial behavior during transitions (M =
633, 5D = .904}) than in either of the other
activity settings {independent seatworl M =
047, 8D = 112; teacher-led groupwork M =
010, 5D = .022). Simple group effects for each
activity setting were not significant (Fs < 1.
Also there was rio main effect of group or
group-by-setting interaction (both F < 1).

Task-Appropriate Behavior

There was a main effect of activity setting, F(2,
14) = 12.45, p = .001. Bonferroni comparisons
indicated that students exhibited higher rates
of task-appropriate behavior, which included
task-oriented statements and compliance with
teacher directives, again during transition set-
tings (M = 1.040, SD = .639) than in inde-
pendent seatwork {M = 171, SD = .205) or in
teacher-directed groupwork activity settings
(M= 436, 50 = .324). A main effect of group,
H1, 7) = 3.84, p = .090, with simple effects in
each setting indicated that students with BD
exhibited higher rates of task-appropriate
behavior (M = 288, 5D = .251) than students
with average behavior (M = 068, SD = .067)
only during independent seatwork activity set-
tings, F(1, 7)=4.58, p=.077. No other simple
effects were found (Fs < 2).

In sum, (a) during transitions all the stu-
dents exhibited higher rates of task-appropri-
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ate and social behavior than in any other set-
ting, and (b) during independent seatwork
activities, students with BD exhibited higher
rates of task-appropriate behavior than stu-
dents with average behavior.

Negative Behavior

There was a main effect of group, K1, 7} =
.3.76, p = .093, with students with BD (M =
1.046, 513 = 1.54) exhibiting higher rates of
negative behavior across all three activity set-
tings than students with average behavior (M =
217, 5D = .246). Simple effects indicated that
students with’ BLY (M = .760, SD = 754 )
exhibited higher rates of negative behavior
than comparisons (M = 177, S0 = 221) only
in the teacher-directed activity setting, H1, 7)
=5.62, p = .049. There was no effect for activ-
ity setting nor an interaction, both Fs < 1.

Teacher Practices as a Function
of Activity Setting

Correlations were run on all teacher practices
{i.e., choice, social, positive, directives, coach-
ing, feedback, negative, cooperative) to assess
their interrelations. Because of significant
associations between coaching and feedback
{r=.81, n=8, p=.014) and between positive
and social practices (r= .85, n =8, p =006},
these were combined into one composite
coaching/feedback score and into one com-
posite positive/social score, respectively.
Differences in rates of teacher practices
were examined using one-way RMANOVAs
for activity setting {i.e., teacher-directed, inde-
pendent, transitions) for each of the six non-
correlated teacher practices (j.e., chaoice,
directives, positive/social, coaching/feedback,
negative, cooperative). Post hoc comparisons
were made to follow up significant main
effects of activity setting. The data from these
analyses are presented in Table 3. These analy-
ses indicate that (a) rates of teacher chbice
(Factor 3) and coaching/feedback (Information
Explicitness, Factor 1) were higher during
teacher-directed activity settings ‘than in any
other setting and (b) rates of teacher directives
(Factor 1) and positive/social practices {Sup-

port, Factor 2) were higher during transitions
' than during other settings. In other words, in

© settings defined as teacher-directed {i.e., tran-
sitions and teacher-directed), teachers used
more coaching/feedback and directive state-
ments (Factor 1, Information Explicitness) and
positive practices (Factor 2, Support), and they
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provided more choice (Factor 3). Negative
practices (Factor 4) were not associated with
specific activity settings.

Relationship of Teacher Practices
to Student Behavior

Because we expecled a positive Jearning cli-
mate to be endemic, we assessed the relatior,
between teachers’ positive/social statements
and the task-appropriate and social behavio,
of students. We also conducted specific corre.
lations (a) between each of three teacher prac-
tices (i.e., choice, directives, coaching,l
feadback) and student task—appropriate
behavior and (b) between teacher negative
behavior and student negative behavior. For
cach activity setting, we report only the few
significant correlations between teacher prac-
tices and student behavior,

Transitions

During transitions, (a) teachers exhibited high-
er rates of positive/social behavior than they
did in other settings, (b} all students exhibited
higher rates of social and task-appropriate
behavior than they did in other settings,
{c) teachers’ negative behavior was related to
the negative behavior of only students with BD
(r=.792, n= 8, p = .019), and (d) teachers’
use of choice was related to task-appropriate
behavior only for students with average behav-
iof (r=.675, n=§, p = .066),

Teacher-Directed Setfings

In teacher-directed settings, {a) teachers used a
higher rate of coaching/feedback than in other
settings, (b) teachers’ negative behavior was
related to their students’ negative behavior
only for students with BD (r= .691, n = 8, p=
.057), and (c} negative behavior differentiated
between students with and without B[ only in
this setting.

Student-Directed Settings

In student-directed settings, teacher positive/
social practices were related to the task-appro-
priate behavior of all students (r=.305, n = 8,
p = .107), which was significant only for stu-
dents with BD {r = 687, n = 8, p = .059).
‘However, student-directed settings were the
only type of setting in which we failed to find
a relationship between teacher negative
behavior and the negative behavior of students
with BD.
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TABLE 3
Teacher Practices as a Function of Type of Activity Setting

cess to Information/Social Stimulation

Low High
tonirol over Pacing
Student Teacher Student Teacher
Activity Selfings
Teacher- Student-
Independent directed directed Transitions Fez, 21)
actor 1
Directives 53 3G ¥%Ex
M 450, 945, 728 4,013,
SD 432 .399 262 1.153
Coachingffeedback 6,07+
M .123b 440 308 .117b
sD 157 320 339 084
' Factor 2
Positive/social 3.02%
M .255b 1.147 774 1.546a
SO 288 568 676 1.750
Factor 3
Choice 4,82%*
M 001, 123, 018 028,
SD .003 135 024 047
" Factor 4
Negative : 2.08
M 153 277 006 733
5D 265 474 013 .883

Note. Analyses were performed without the student-directed activity setting in the model because only 5 teach-
ers used this setting. Means in the same row that do not share subscripts differ significantly in the Bonferroni

COmparison.
*p <10, **p < 05, FErp <0001

Independent Seatwork

In independent seatwork, (a} teachers’ posi-
tive/social practices were related to the rate of
task-appropriate behavior for all students (r =
-858, n = 8, p = .006), which was significant
only for students with behavior difficulties {r =
841, n =8, p = .012); (b) teachers’ use of
coaching/feedback was related to task-appro-
priate behavior for all students (r = .836 , h=
8, p = .010), which was significant only for
students with BD (r = .813, n'= 8, p = .025);
{c) teachers’ negative behavior was related to
the negative behavior of only students with BD
{r=.673, n =8, p=.067); and {d) students
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with BD exhibited higher rates of task-appro-
priate behavior than students with average
behavior in this setting,

Discussion

The main purpose of this study was to deter-
mine whether specific teacher practices were
associated with the task-appropriate behavior
of students with average behavior and, more
important, of students with BD. Because we
assumed that behavior would be altered by the
nature of the specific activity settings, we
assessed teacher practices and student behay-
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ior within settings. Previous research had
examined behavioral differences between
comparison group children and children with
externalizing behavior in specific settings (for
review see Zentall, 1985; 1995), but we found
no research that observed the behavior of stu-
dents with BD in relationship to the practices
of teachers within settings. Research on inter-
actions of students with E/BD and their teach-
ers has been conducted in self-contained
settings but without attention to activity set-
tings (Wehby, Symons, & Shores, 1995). in
addition, the present study (a) used defined
groups and direct observation methodology,
b} included a matched comparison group of
students with average behavior, and (¢
described our nonparticipating sample of
teachers. :

However, in drawing conclusions we rec-
ognized that there were limitations to this
study. Limitations with respect to the general-
izability of our findings are related to the num-
ber and nature of our participating teachers.
These teachers represented five different
schools, but their consent in response to initial
and follow-up mailings was low: administra-
tors” consent rates were much higher. Of the
teachers who returned a Reason for Nonpar-
ticipation Checklist, 12% did not have stu-
dents with behavioral problems in their classes
and 49% said they were not comfortable iden-
tifying students with classroom behavioral
problems. Thus, those teachers whe did agree
to participate may have been more ‘comfort-
able making behavioral judgments, perhaps
due to their greater experience. That is, our
participating sample represented educators
with more teaching expetience (i.e., 75% had
taught for more than 20 years and had eamed
masters degrees). To include a broader sample
of less experienced teachers, future
researchers might ask independent observers
to nominate students with BD or define sty
dents at risk for BD. Other reasons that teach-
ers gave for nonparticipation were related to
difficulties with classroom logistics (i.e., 47%
said that they were too busy, 7% that observa-
tion procedures were too intrusive), which
again could be attributed to teachers’ having
Jess experience. Difficulty finding teachers
willing to participate may be part of the reason
this important area of study is undeveloped in
the literature. Thus, these findings may best be
generalized to teachers who have experience.

It should also be noted that it was not pos-
sible in this naturalistic observation study to
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separate the setfing from the teacher practices
that were naturally occasioned by that setting,
Finally, this was correlational research, and the
direction of chserved relationships was not
possible to determine, even though it could be
inferred from some findings. For example,
teachers’ use of directives and of coaching/
feedback during seatwork more likely con-
tributed to higher rates of task-focused student
behavior, because teachers would have litte
need to provide additional information to
students who were already academically
engaged. Alss, cooperative praciices (i.e., use
of divergent tasks, student-directed settings,
different concurrent activities, group facilita-
tion strategies) probably increased the oppor-
tunity for student interaction and thus the rate
of task-oriented statements directed to their
peers.

Another caveat regarding our study con-
cermns the nature of the student sample. Stuy-
dents identified for special education as
having E/BD tend to be those with the most
extreme problems (Kauffman & Wong, 1991),
However, most students in our study had not
been identified as having E/BD, even though
the majority met six or more criteria for impul-
sivity/hyperactivity from teacher checklists of
the DSM-IV, and all met the criteria for either
the interpersonal difficulties or inappropriate
behavior subscales on the BES-2, an instru-
ment used to assist in the diagnosis of behav-

- ioral disorders or emotional disturbance.

Furthermore, the rates of negative behavior
were five times higher for these students than
for students with average behavior. This rate is
comparable to the six times higher rates of
aggressive behavior documented for aggres-
sive children in self-contained settings than for
controls {e.g., Wehby et al., 1995). The reason
that most swdents in our sample were not
identified as having E/BD could be attributed
to the fact that they were achieving within the
expected range for students without E/BD.

Thus, our findings can be generalized to
groups of students with behavioral difficulties
who may be at risk for E/BD) but who appear to
be achieving at grade level in the generat edu-
cation setting. Within these constraints, we
draw the following conclusions about teacher
practices and activity seftings as they are sum-
marized in Table 4,
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Teacher Practices and Student
Classroom Behavior

Across activity settings, positive/social teacher
practices (Factor 2) were related to the task
appropriate and positive social behavior of
students. Although the most probable direc-
tion of effects suggests that teachers’ positive
practices improved student behavior, it could
be that teachers were rmore positive when their
students were task- or socially appropriate,
and clearly there would be many instances
when this relationship would he bidirectional.
We also found across settings that class-
rooms characterized by a greater frequency of
Cooperative practices (Factor 4) were associat-
ed with more academic task-appropriate
behavior, specifically of students with BD.
Prior research on cooperative learning groups
(using open-ended tasks with divergent solu-
tions) had indicated that small groups that
included one student with BD had group
members who participated less and tistened to
each other less than groups without such a
member (Pomplun, 1997). However, this
research did not use our broader definition of
Cooperative practices, which, in addition o
divergent tasks and solutions, included the
teachers’ use of different concurrent activities,
student-directed learning, and group facilita-
tion strategies. These activities typically
involved more choice, with opportunities for
more appropriate levels of task difficulty and
task interests. Our ﬁndings, however, are con-
sistent with findings reported by Gelb and
Jacobson {1988) that unpopular boys in 4
cooperative group activity made more group-
oriented statements and their peers were mare
tolerant of them than in a competitive activity,
Competitive settings facilitate social compari-
son, which may increase differences between
unpopular children and their peers (Ames &
Archer, 1988; Elliott & Dweck, 1988).
Task-appropriate behavior was associated
with teacher directives {reminders and redi-
rects, Factor 1) as anather type of infarmation-
explicit practice for the combined student
groups, but in this case it was significant only
for students with average behavior, with a
trend for students with BD. These across-set-
ting and across-group findings are consistent
with prior work reporting that the behavioral
and performance gains from teachers’ provid-
ing structure (j.e., specific versus general
instructions) were not greater for a related
sample of students with ADHD\ than for their
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classmaies (Madan-Swain & Zentall, 1990.
Zentall & Leib, 1985). n this siudy, we foqn)
that directives were correlated with Positive
task-appropriate behavior for students with gy
only in student-directed settings. Overall, y,
have concluded that ait students benefit from
teachers who provide clear statements ahgy
what is expected, but in small—group settings
students with BD may derive additional bene.
fits when teachers are explicit aboyt fask
requirements.

Activity Setting Effects

Settings were predefined (o differ in the
amount of access they provided to teachers’
time and feedback and to teachers’ direction
or control. We predicted that when students
with BD had access to their peers and teachers
it would also give them greater access to infor
mation, feedback, and social stimulation. We
expected that students with BD wouyld be less
negative and produce better work when they
or their peers directed their own  activities.
That is, in studeni-directed seftings, students
would have greater choice and access to
appropriate levels of task difficulty, interest,
and pacing without undue wait time.

In line with our predictions for aif students,
the rate of task-appropriate behayior was high-
er in student-directed sellings than in teacher.
directed or independent seatwork seftings,
Furthermore, only in the teacher-directed set
ting was the rate of negative behavior greater
for students with 8D than for their classmates,
and the seatwork setting was the only seétting
in which students with BD demonstrated more
task-appropriate behavior than their class-
mates. Thus, student- and self-directed settings
appeared to normalize the negative behavior
of students with BD,

In these settings, the practices that teach-
ers employed appeared to be critical only for
students with BD. For example, during stu-
dent-directed settings, we concluded that
teachers’ use of positive/social practices and
directives (i.e., information explicitness) were
positively related to task-appropriate behavior
for students with BD. That students with BD
most resembled their classmates in student-
directed settings appears counterintuitive to
what many educators think studenis with BD
need. Our findings could indicate, however,
that in less-structured settings where peer
interaction (i.e., feedback, stimulation) and
student direction or self-direction (i.e,, pacing,
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oice) was high, experienced teachers
ped student behavior with increased use of
sitive Statements and directives. This con-
sion is supported by refated evidence that
ring independent seatwork the task-appro-
ate behavior of students with BD was asso-
ted with teacher positive/social practices
4 directives. It is interesting that students
vith BDY actually demonstrated higher rates of
ask-appropriate behavior than their class-
mates only during independent seatwork.
We have concluded that the practices
zachers use can overcome some difficulties
hherent to a setting for students with BD. Sim-
: farly, for students with E/BD, Dunlap and col-
ieagues  (1993) identified a functional
elationship between teacher praise and the
esirable behavior of a 4th-grade boy. Our
tudy extends this research by finding that
eachers’ positive verbal responses were relat-
d to task-appropriate behavior specifically for
tudents with BD during both student-directed
nd independent seatwork settings. Unfortu-
ately, related literature in self-contained
lasses for students with E/BD indicates that
~teachers actually use low rates of praise
- (Wehby et al., 1995).

Ailso, we found that teachers’ negative
“practices were significantly correlated with the
negative behavior of students with BD in three
of the four settings {i.e., teacher-directed, inde-
pendent seatwork, and transitions). This corre-
lation between teacher and student negative
behavior was not found in student-directed
activity seftings, probably because onfy in
those settings did students with BD not exhib-
it more negative behavior than their class-
mates. In contrast, when teachers selected
teacher-directed settings and directed and
controlted the pacing of learning, students
with BD exhibited higher rates of negative
behavior than students with average behavior.

Also associated with teacher-directed set-
tings more than with any other setting were
higher rates of teachers’ coaching and feed-
back. Teachers’ use of coaching or feedback in
teacher-directed settings may have increased
wait time and set the occasion for negative stu-
dent behavior. Even though an association
between teacher coaching/feedback and stu-
dent negative behavior was not documented
in these seftings, the relationship may be indi-
rect, with increased wait time a specific medi-
ator for student misbehavior. That is, wait time
and passive conditions do appear to con-
tribute to disruptive behavior. For example,
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students with ADHD have been found to be
more active and vocal during listening and
passive learning tasks than during active tasks
{Chariebois, Normandeau, Vitaro, & Berneche,
1999; Zentall & Meyer, 1987). Wait time may
also be longer during teacher-paced lessons,
which have also been documented to elicit
more off-task and inappropriate behavior than
self-paced lessons (Whalen et al., 1978).

Coaching/feedback practices appeared to
have a different and more positive outcome
when used on an individual basis during inde-
pendent seatwork (i.e., where wait time would
not be a mediating factor). That is, coaching/
feedback was positively assoctated with task-
appropriate behavior (i.e., task-related state-
ments or questions and compliance with
teacher instructions) for ali students, This effect
was significant only for students with BD.
Because independent seatwork would allow
for individual pacing (a positive outcome) but
would not provide access to others (a poten-
tially negative outcome), we expected and
found that the practices that teachers
employed would also be the determining fac-
tor in this activity setting. In other words, when
teachers provided more coaching/feedback—
perhaps compensating for potential loss of
their attention during independent seatwork-—
it was positively related to the ability of their
students with BD to maintain task-appropriate
behavior. We did not assess, however, whether
more coaching/feedback was given to students
with BD specifically. Brophy and Good (1986}
similarly examined independent seatwork
time and reported that teacher monitoring and
assisting {coaching) practices were associated
with student achievement assessed in a follow-
up 3-year study. More generally across set-
tings, Larrivee {1985) found that teacher
feedback was related to the amount of time
students of low ability were observed to
engage in academic learning,

For transitions, as well, we expected that
the practices teachers selected might make a
difference, because these settings would natu-
rally provide high access to others but not
allow for individual pacing (i.e., potentially
positive outcomes mixed with negative). We
found that mean rates of combined social and
task-appropriate behavior for all students were
higher during transitions than during teacher-
directed settings or independent seatwork.
One explanation for this finding was that the
definition of task-appropriate behavior includ-
ed task-oriented statements and compliance
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with teacher directives, which occurred more
often during transitions than in other settings.
So it is possible that task-appropriate behavior
during transitions could have been somewhat
inflated by the nature of that setting. However,
because it was a rate score, a more likely
explanation is that teachers used more direc-
tives and positive/social practices during tran-
sttions, which may have tipped the balance
toward positive outcomes for all students,

Conclusion

We concluded that some practices (i.e., coop-
erative, support, information explicitness)
were associated with higher rates of task.
appropriate and lower rates of negative behav-
ior, specifically for students with 8D,
Moreover, settings that were student centered,
which afforded greater access to others (i.e.,
information, feedback, social stimulation,
choice, interest, pacing), appeared to be
another primary factor in student outcomes,
That is, only in student-directed settings was
{a) a group difference in negative behavior not
observed and (b) a bidirectional relationship
between teacher and student negative behaw-
ior not found. Thus, either student-directed
learning activities brought out the best in
teacher practices or student-directed settings
provided an optimal learning environment.

Also in line with our predictions, but with-
outevidence as to who initiated negative inter-
actions, (a) negative behavior was Ereater for
students with BD than for their classmates only
in the teacherdirected setting, and (b} more
negative student behavior was observed in
classrooms in which teachers exhibited higher
rates of negative practices. Some teachers may
use negative practices hecause they have been
immediately reinforced by cessation of student
misbehavior. This reasoning is consistent with
the coercion hypothesis of Patterson and Reid
(1970). That is, teacher Countercontrol
responses may result in short-term student
compliance, even though such aversive inter-
actional patterns may produce poorer long-
term effects such as higher rates of negative
behavior and eventual student dropout (Rum-
berger, 1987), -

When a setting had mixed factors (i.e., low
teacher access but high student pacing as in
seatwork and vice versa for transitions) or only
negative factors (e, teacher-directed), the
practices used by the teacher were significant-
ly associated with student behavior, especially
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for children with BD. That is, there werg
tices (i.e., directives, coaching/feedback,
tive/social statements) that teachers 3
apparently to compensate for setfin
lems. It is important to remember, hDWevé?
that an apparently positive teacher Praciic
may be associated with secondary Negativg
effects through a mediating variable of wai
time. So  coaching/feedback may  haye
increased wait time in teacher-directeq but no
in independent seatwork settings. The Media.
ing effects of wait time need further eMmpiricyf
studly. :
Finally, and in contrast to students i
BD, students with average behavior main. -
tained task-appropriate behavior across get. -
tings and teacher practices. Only during
transitions did typical students display higher
rates of task-appropriate behavior than sy
dents with BD in response to teachers’ offering
choice (j.e., requests to the whole class for ver-

prag

bal comments, choices about what task 1o do
next). Students with average behavior may be %_
verbally more assertive or confident in com.
menting on previous or upcoming learning
tasks,

The educational implications of thjs
research are that teacher practices and settings

have greater potential for altering task-appro-
priate behavior of students with behavioral dif.
ficulties than for students without such ;
difficulties. This information is particularly !
important in light of some evidence indicating '
that general educators may be unwilling to pro-
vide some accommodations for students with
BD (Safran & Safran, 1987; Soodak & Podell,
1994; Zentall & Stormont-Spurgin, 1995), and
teachers report that they would resort 1o puni-
tive methods of control (e.g., removai, threats,
denial of privileges) in response to hostile-
aggressive student behavior (Brophy, as cited in
Lioyd et al., 1990). Because of these attitudes,
we assumed it was necessary to observe which
teacher practices were already being used
effectively by educators.

One promising practice that some teachers
appeared to be willing to use was type of set-
ting (i.e., student-directed with high choice/
pacing and access to information, feedback,
and social stimulation). Directions for future
research might be to identify those factors that
contribute to teacher selection of student-
directed settings, Currently the literature indi-
cates only that teachers with low seff-efficacy
are less likely to use student-directed instruc-
tion than whole-class, teacher-directed B
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iction when working in language arts
s with middle school students (Ashton &
bb, 1986). In this study we found that the
teachers who failed to use any student-
ed aclivity settings also scored above the
an of nepative practices during transi-
5, a nonoptional self-directed setting. It
y be that teachers who use mare effective
ctices allow their students to interact with
ir classmates, direct the learning task, and
trol the pace.

These findings can be generalized to mid-
la school students with and without BD in
3 'gy settings in peneral education. Little is
wn about effective teaching practices for
erally identified students with E/BD (Kauff-
:an & Wong, 1991). Therefore, future
earch needs to assess effective practices of
sachers instructing identified E/BD samples
d individuals, and to identify and assess
onstructs underlying other types of settings
b.g., learning settings of whole language,
irect instruction).
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